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and do the same thing because we can’t 
stop until we address this issue. 

We are going into a season of appro-
priations where the Appropriations 
Committee, in fact, the earmark dead-
line, request deadline, is next week. 
Are we going to continue to allow 
Members of this body to secure no-bid 
contracts for people who turn around 
and give them campaign contributions? 
That is a question that should be an-
swered before we go into the appropria-
tion season, and that is a reason we 
need to move forward quickly on this. 

We looked at the 2008 defense bill. 
The PMA group, the firm that again 
has been raided by the FBI, received 
more than $300 million in earmarks for 
its clients. The 2009 defense bill was a 
number slightly higher than that or 
still totaling that number but looks to 
be above $300 million. It is worthy to 
note that that bill, the 2009 defense bill 
which we passed last September, was 
not even considered by the full Appro-
priations Committee in the House. So 
it wasn’t vetted, there was virtually no 
oversight there, and when the bill came 
to the House, there was no ability for 
any Member of this body to challenge 
any of the thousands of earmarks that 
were in that bill, a few thousand of 
which represented no-bid contracts. 

f 

NOTICE OF INTENTION TO OFFER 
RESOLUTION RAISING A QUES-
TION OF THE PRIVILEGES OF 
THE HOUSE 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to clause 2(a)(1) of rule IX, I hereby no-
tify the House of my intention to offer 
a resolution as a question of the privi-
leges of the House. 

The form of my resolution is as fol-
lows: 

Whereas, The Hill reported that a promi-
nent lobbying firm specializing in obtaining 
defense earmarks for its clients, the subject 
of a ‘‘federal investigation into potentially 
corrupt political contributions,’’ has given 
$3.4 million in political donations to no less 
than 284 members of Congress. 

Whereas, multiple press reports have noted 
questions related to campaign contributions 
made by or on behalf of the firm; including 
questions related to ‘‘straw man’’ contribu-
tions, the reimbursement of employees for 
political giving, pressure on clients to give, a 
suspicious pattern of giving, and the timing 
of donations relative to legislative activity. 

Whereas, Roll Call has taken note of the 
timing of contributions from employees the 
firm and its clients when it reported that 
they ‘‘have provided thousands of dollars 
worth of campaign contributions to key 
Members in close proximity to legislative ac-
tivity, such as the deadline for earmark re-
quest letters or passage of a spending bill.’’ 

Whereas, CQ Today specifically noted a 
Member getting ‘‘$25,000 in campaign con-
tribution money from [the founder of the 
firm] and his relatives right after his sub-
committee approved its spending bill in 
2005.’’ 

Whereas, the Associated Press noted that 
Members received campaign contributions 
from employees of the firm ‘‘around the time 
they requested’’ earmarks for companies rep-
resented by the firm. 

Whereas, the Associated Press highlighted 
the ‘‘huge amounts of political donations’’ 

from the firm and its clients to select mem-
bers and noted that ‘‘those political dona-
tions have followed a distinct pattern: The 
giving is especially heavy in March, which is 
prime time for submitting written earmark 
requests.’’ 

Whereas, clients of the firm received at 
least three hundred million dollars worth of 
earmarks in fiscal year 2009 appropriations 
legislation, including several that were ap-
proved even after news of the FBI raid of the 
firm’s offices and Justice Department inves-
tigation into the firm was well known. 

Whereas, the Associated Press reported 
that ‘‘the FBI says the investigation is con-
tinuing, highlighting the close ties between 
special-interest spending provisions known 
as earmarks and the raising of campaign 
cash.’’ 

Whereas, the persistent media attention 
focused on questions about the nature and 
timing of campaign contributions related to 
the firm, as well as reports of the Justice De-
partment conducting research on earmarks 
and campaign contributions, raise concern 
about the integrity of Congressional pro-
ceedings and the dignity of the institution. 

Now, therefore, be it: Resolved, that (a) the 
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, 
or a subcommittee of the committee des-
ignated by the committee and its members 
appointed by the chairman and ranking 
member, shall immediately begin an inves-
tigation into the relationship between the 
source and timing of past campaign con-
tributions to Members of the House related 
to the raided firm and earmark requests 
made by Members of the House on behalf of 
clients of the raided firm. 

(b) The Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct shall submit a report of its findings 
to the House of Representatives within 2 
months after the date of adoption of the res-
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
rule IX, a resolution offered from the 
floor by a Member other than the ma-
jority leader or the minority leader as 
a question of the privileges of the 
House has immediate precedence only 
at a time designated by the Chair with-
in 2 legislative days after the resolu-
tion is properly noticed. 

Pending that designation, the form of 
the resolution noticed by the gen-
tleman from Arizona will appear in the 
RECORD at this point. 

The Chair will not at this point de-
termine whether the resolution con-
stitutes a question of privilege. That 
determination will be made at the time 
designated for consideration of the res-
olution. 

f 

THE ECONOMY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I join 
with the President in expressing hope 
that our economy will begin to recover 
soon. No one should underestimate the 
pain and worry that the American peo-
ple are experiencing during this eco-
nomic crisis. 

Every weekend when I am back in 
Ohio’s Ninth Congressional District, I 
hear more worried stories from people 
about the trouble they are having mak-
ing ends meet and planning for their 
futures with confidence. For the sake 

of our country, we simply have to get 
the economy right. 

Thus, I am troubled by several as-
pects of the most recent financial sta-
bility plan that Treasury Secretary 
Geithner unveiled this week. I am most 
concerned by the fact that the Amer-
ican taxpayers once again are shoul-
dering far, far too much of the risk 
that was created by unscrupulous trad-
ers on Wall Street in the biggest mega 
banks and investment houses. And the 
plan does not place rigor and market 
discipline to correct what faces us. 

By committing taxpayer dollars to 
leveraging minimal private investment 
in the private banking system, a pri-
vate system that is now substantially 
owned by the public, the Geithner plan 
once again places taxpayers on a very 
large hook. Why should we use tax-
payer dollars to eliminate discipline 
and most risk for private investors to 
purchase the bad loans in order to 
clean up the banks’ books? Taxpayers 
didn’t create this problem. 

In this new deal, private investors 
may put up as little as 3 percent while 
government—which means our people— 
put up 97 percent of the rest as a loan, 
and a nonrecourse loan at that, which 
means if something goes sour, they 
pick it all up. And guess who gets the 
profits on the upside if there is any? 
That’s not a good deal. 

This is what should be the focus of 
our concern. According to an Associ-
ated Press investigation reported re-
cently, these bailed-out banks sought 
to hire 21,800 foreign workers in the 
past 6 years. Major U.S. banks sought 
government permission to bring thou-
sands of foreign workers into our coun-
try for high-paying jobs even as the 
system was melting down last year. 

So, as Americans were getting laid 
off across our country, according to an 
Associated Press review of visa appli-
cations, these mega banks were hiring 
foreign workers. 

Dr. Peter Morici, an economist at the 
University of Maryland, described the 
Geithner plan as ‘‘structured to create 
more risk for the Federal Govern-
ment.’’ Why? Because ‘‘it is going to be 
the fund manager who raised the pri-
vate money and then borrowed with a 
government guarantee who is going to 
be paid on the number of loans he or 
she buys and he or she will have the 
temptation to bid whatever it takes. 
There is going to be real incentive here 
for people to overbid.’’ 

Again, the proposal has no market 
discipline. Price setting will be taken 
out of the normal market process. That 
is never a good idea. 

‘‘As a result,’’ says Dr. Morici, ‘‘the 
Geithner plan creates the potential for 
another bubble. You have created the 
potential for a synthetic bubble inside 
the government,’’ inside the public cof-
fers, ‘‘which could cost the govern-
ment’’ and, in turn, the American tax-
payers, a whole lot more money down 
the road. 

Doctor Morici describes the plan as 
low risk and high reward for the pri-
vate investor and high-risk and high- 
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reward for everybody else, the tax-
payer. 

I have said all along that the solu-
tion to this crisis lies in using the ex-
isting full authority of agencies such 
as the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor-
poration and the Securities and Ex-
change Commission. I was outraged by 
the failure of the Bush administration 
to use these existing instruments of 
the Federal Government, and I am baf-
fled by this administration’s failure to 
do so as yet. I am concerned that the 
Geithner plan will actually place at 
risk the FDIC’s insurance fund. 

Dr. William Black, a law professor at 
the University of Missouri, Kansas 
City, who was a key player in resolving 
the savings and loan crisis in the 1980s 
and 1990s has pointed to one expla-
nation: The Bush administration, in its 
zealous pursuit of deregulation, ‘‘gut-
ted the FDIC and its sister agencies’ 
staffs. The FDIC is trying to staff up, 
but it has put some absurd limits on 
hiring the best bank examiners. The 
FDIC shortages are critical in exam-
ination, not in the use of receivership.’’ 

Mr. Black goes on to say: ‘‘We didn’t re-
solve the S&L crisis by appointing ‘political 
commisars’ to govern failed S&Ls. We hired 
competent bankers with records of integrity to 
run the receiverships. 

The academic literature concludes that they 
did an excellent job. It is bizarre that (Presi-
dent) Obama and (Secretary) Geithner are 
channeling President Reagan and claiming the 
government can’t do anything and the market 
is all knowing.’’ 

We have learned that the market is not all 
knowing, especially when it is distorted by 
greed and avarice and government complicity. 
We have learned the hard way the costs of 
‘‘too big to fail.’’ We have learned not to trust 
the right-wing ideologues who peddled a dev-
il’s brew of deregulated and free market fun-
damentalism. 

We have learned a hard lesson about free 
market fundamentalism. Just as we have 
learned a hard lesson about free trade fun-
damentalism. This snake oil was peddled by 
the big banks and the big corporations. You 
can see the effects by walking down the main 
street of almost any city or town in any state 
surely in the State of Ohio. 

We need to learn the lessons of history and 
apply them. We need to use the proper gov-
ernment instrumentalities. The proper use of 
the market to resolve this economic crisis. 
Otherwise we will make the same mistakes. 
And again the American people will again be 
left holding the bag of bad debts for genera-
tions to come, throttling economic growth and 
compromising our future. 

In the end, we must do what is right, 
not what might be politically expe-
dient. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

IN MEMORY OF CHRISTINE 
SARBANES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GRIFFITH). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER) is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, in 1966, I 
was elected to the Maryland State Sen-
ate. I was a few months out of George-
town Law School. And elected at the 
same time was an extraordinary rep-
resentative of our State. He was elect-
ed to the House of Delegates. 

In 1970, he was elected to the Con-
gress of the United States and served 
in the Congress until 1976. In 1976, the 
citizens of our State elected him to the 
United States Senate. Paul Sarbanes 
retired 2 years ago as the longest-serv-
ing member of the United States Sen-
ate in the history of our State. 

His partner in all of those efforts was 
an extraordinary woman. Her name 
was Christine. She was born in Eng-
land. She was an extraordinary indi-
vidual. Paul Sarbanes was a great in-
tellect. Christine matched his intel-
lect. Paul Sarbanes was a person of ex-
traordinary integrity, and his partner, 
Christine, matched that integrity. 

Paul Sarbanes was a person of great 
depth and great compassion, mirrored 
by his wife, Christine. 

Christine Sarbanes, the mother of 
our colleague, JOHN SARBANES, who 
represents the district that his father 
once represented. Christine Sarbanes 
passed away this weekend. Christine 
was a loving friend and partner to her 
husband for nearly half a century, and 
those of us who were active with her 
husband in the public sphere and got to 
know her well and got to be her friend 
were blessed by that relationship. 

She took the partnership with Paul 
very seriously. From the days when she 
and Paul knocked on hundreds of doors 
each afternoon to get him elected to 
the House of Delegates to the days 
when she acted as Senator Sarbanes’s 
most trusted adviser. Like her hus-
band, Christine possessed, as I have 
said, tremendous political savvy, deep 
intelligence and a love of learning. 

In fact, she once said that she and 
Paul bought their house because it was 
within walking distance of a library. 
No one was surprised at that criteria 
for purchasing a home. 

Christine passed that love of learning 
to generations of students as a teacher 
of Latin, Greek, and French. 

b 1715 

Her son reflects that deep intellect as 
he serves the constituents of the Third 
Congressional District of Maryland. 

As a tireless worker for UNICEF, 
Christine served the international 
community. Among the many other 
charities she served, Christine took up 
the fight for children around the world. 

So today, Mr. Speaker, we mourn the 
loss of an honored teacher, wise coun-
selor, passionate advocate, and her 
family mourns the loss of an irreplace-
able mother and wife. 

I lost my wife Judy 12 years ago. So 
I know something of the pain that Sen-
ator Sarbanes is experiencing. He’s one 
of my closest friends. We’ve been in-
volved in politics for over four decades 
together, but I also know that love 
outlasts grief. As Oscar Wilde said, 
‘‘Where there is sorrow, there is sacred 
ground.’’ 

As long as her loved ones live—her 
grandchildren will survive for a long 
period of time—their memories of the 
wife, their mother, their grandmother, 
will be sacred to them. Something of 
her will live on, on the sacred ground 
of memory, as long as those memories 
last. 

I know that all the Members of this 
House in which Paul Sarbanes and 
Christine, although not elected, served 
so ably for 6 years, and the colleagues 
of his in the United States Senate who 
grew to know Christine as well as they 
knew Paul and respected her and loved 
her as they loved Paul, I know they 
share in his grief, in JOHN SARBANES’S 
grief, in his brother’s grief, and their 
grandchildren’s grief. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I know that the 
House joins me in expressing our deep 
regrets and that our prayers and sym-
pathy are with the Sarbanes family, a 
family of immigrants, that came to 
this country and have made it better, 
like so many others. Paul Sarbanes 
still lives, still serves. Christine is 
gone, but her memory is not. We honor 
her this evening. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SHERMAN) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. SHERMAN addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

A CLEAN ENERGY FUTURE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. INSLEE) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I’ve come 
to the House today to talk about a bold 
vision and an act of leadership by 
President Obama that was again noted 
last night by President Obama. 

In his news conference, he again stat-
ed his commitment to lead our country 
to the adoption of a clean energy fu-
ture by means of a bill called a cap- 
and-trade bill, which we’re going to 
talk about this evening, that he be-
lieves and I believe and many people 
believe will be a wellspring and main-
spring of our economic transition to a 
clean energy future for this country. 

And I was very pleased to hear him 
say that last night, because he has not 
been timid about recognizing the need 
for economic growth in our country, 
for job creation growth in our country, 
for taking on new markets in this 
country so that we can really rebuild 
the economy of this country. 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 05:14 May 02, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00168 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD09\RECFILES\H25MR9.REC H25MR9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

76
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-09-08T13:00:18-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




